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The IEEE 802.19 Coexistence Technical Advisory Group (TAG) met in conjunction with the IEEE 802 Plenary Session in San Diego, CA during the week of July 17-21, 2006.  Minutes for each of the meetings held during the week are provided below.

Monday PM2

Chair Steve Shellhammer called the meeting to order at 4:11 pm and reviewed the objectives and agenda as given in 19-06-0026-01-0000 (06/0026r1).  He noted that we will need to schedule review of the 802.11n CA document after we hear from Eldad Perahia as to when the 802.11n people will be available.  The agenda was approved as presented.  The list of inappropriate topics for discussion at meetings and the IPR statement in 06/0017r0 were reviewed.  No IPR requiring letters of assurance was identified.

Secretary Steve Whitesell reviewed the minutes from the May meeting as given in 06/0025r0.  The minutes were approved as presented.

The TAG then reviewed 06/0023r1describing the procedure the TAG intends to follow in developing the Recommended Practice on Coexistence Assurance.  There was some confusion about what exactly was meant by the second and third bullets in Section 2 on Presentations.  Tom Seip indicated the second bullet should include collection of data.  He asked whether this should be explicitly stated or is it to be implied.  After some discussion, it was agreed to change the wording of third bullet to “Methods for obtaining the value of the coexistence metrics.”  The text of the fourth paragraph following the bullet list was modified to agree.  The same changes were made in Section 3 concerning Technical Specification contributions.  There was also agreement to change all occurrences of “working document” to “draft” in Section 3 when describing the Recommended Practice document under development.  

Once the review was completed, Tom S moved to accept the modified 06/0023r2 as the procedure the TAG will follow to develop the Recommended Practice. Steve W seconded.  Steve S declared the vote to be procedural.  The vote to approve the motion was unanimous.

Since David Cypher was not in attendance, the TAG did not take up consideration of his 06/0019r0 document on special formating instructions for draft content to be included in the Recommended Practice. 

The meeting was recessed at at 5:54 pm.

Tuesday PM1

Chair Steve S called the meeting to order at 1:35 pm.  He reminded people to sign in both electronically and on the paper sign in sheet.  The 802.11n folks working on Coexistence were in attendance to review the latest version of their CA document.  Revision 2 of the agenda (06/0026r2) reflects this addition.

Eldad P reviewed the spreadsheet summary of comments and changes made to address them (11-06/0731r2).  He has made two major modifications.  He has done simulations that he indicated at the last meeting that he was not inclined to do.  The CA document 11-06/0338r3 will be revised to include these changes.  Modeling BlueTooth as a narrow band interferer instead of wideband noise results in worse interference and requires greater separation.  He has only considered single slot transmission.  Tom S and David C pointed out that BT can aggregate slots and use 3 or 5 slots for a single transmission before hopping.  In this case the ratio of signal on time to slot duration time would be higher, resulting in 9 dB greater sensitivity to interference.  BT requires a large separation distance if the acceptance criteria is a 1 % loss.  But when combined with the temporal model, results are good.  The 20 MHz results have been updated.

The previous analysis for BT has been moved to 802.16 section since it applies here.

Further work will be done and reported at future meetings.  Revision of the CA document needs to be completed prior to next 802.11n ballot, but that will not occur until at least after November meeting, and probably later.  General view is that comments from TAG are being taken seriously and addressed.  There was a question about whether the non-mandatory options in various standards need to be addressed.  For example, is the 2.4 GHz option for 802.15.4 important?  Answer by Phil Beecher is that it is widely used in real world products.  Need waveform description in order to do analysis.  Phil B to provide.  Likewise, a description for DSSS cordless telephones is needed.  Steve W indicated he would try to obtain necessary information.  Tom S to see if he can get some analysis done on Adaptive Frequency Hopping (AFH) for BT.

Sheung L brought a liaison message from 802.11 that TGy exists.  It is a licensed service and does not plan to do a CA document.  However, Steve S disputed this and pointed out that their 5-Criteria document (11-05-0351r5) says they will do one.  However, there are no other 802 users in the band, so the CA document may be very short.

Craig Warren gave a presentation on tests being developed by 802.11t to demonstrate coexistence of Wi-Fi devices with BT (11-06/1041r0).  Document 11-06/0741rX was used as a starting point.  They are proposing additional metrics and a change in the method for dealing with transitions.  Feedback from the TAG is that might want to change terms from “roaming” to “transition”.  There was a suggestion that this be discussed with TGr chair Clint Chaplin.  

The meeting was recessed at 3:20 pm.

Tuesday PM 2

The meeting was reconvened at 4:07 pm.  Steve S indicated he had four coexistence scenarios to review.  06/0028r0 covers a pair of unlicensed wireless networks.  It includes one slide on metrics, which should be deleted.  Tom S believes the scenario needs to be more specific.  David C feels the first slide defines the scenario but needs to be more specific.  First two sub-points are just FYI, while the last three are part of the scenario definition.  Questions were asked about whether the number of nodes should be identified, or at least mentioned, and what about the application that is running?  Tom S suggested terms “general scenario” and “specific instance of a scenario”.  06/0029r0 covers a situation that differs from the above only in that one system is frequency hopping.

06/0030r0 covers an unlicensed network having dynamic frequency selection (DFS) and sharing spectrum with a licensed system.  Examples are 802.11 avoiding licensed radar systems and the work being done in 802.22.  This scenario typically depends on geometry or on the unlicensed system being far enough away from the licensed system.

06/0031r0 covers unlicensed networks sharing spectrum using Clear Channel Assessment (CCA).

A straw poll was conducted on whether there is enough interest in the proposasl for presenter to prepare technical specification.  The results were as follows:

06/0028r0 – 4-0-2

06/0029r0 – 6-0-0

06/0030r0 – 6-0-0

06/0031r0 – 2-0-4     (David C feels it is too specific)

Tom S presented 06/0033r0 on discussion of definitions in 06/0023r2.  There was discussion about levels of Scenarios: General Scenario, Defined [Particular] Scenario, Instance of a Scenario.  Further discussion will be useful.  Refinements may need to be reflected in a revision of the Call for Proposals.

The meeting was recessed at 6:12 pm.

Wednesday PM1

Steve S called meeting to order at 1:37 pm.  He reminded attendees to use the electronic sign in.  Delegates from 802.15.4a were present to respond to comments received from 802.19 on their CA document.  The have included the CA document as Annex E in their draft standard.

Since the TAG did not formally respond to their latest Letter Ballot 35, 802.15.4a addressed informal comments provided by Steve S and David C (see 15-06/0322r2).  Many of their responses claim (1) the analysis of interference with licensed services is not required, (2) the users of mobile devices will move to deal with interference problems, and (3) impact is assumed will be similar to 802.16.

They then reviewed their new Annex E in 15.4a D3.  Have retained 1% duty cycle as typical but have included analysis for 10% as worse case.  The TAG offered comments on updating the list of standards covered and not covered by the CA.  It was also suggested that Figure 30 may want to take into account the fact that path loss at 3 GHz will be noticeably different from that at 10 GHz.  They took notes to address these items.

The TAG then reviewed its original comments to identify the ones that were the reason for the original negative ballot.  It was felt they had been properly addressed.  Ivan moved to change the TAG’s negative vote on LB34 to yes.  Tom S seconded.  There was no discussion.  The motion was approved 4-0-1.  The secretary was instructed to forward the results of this motion to 802.15 4a chair Pat Kinney.

The meeting was adjourned for the week at 3:28 pm.
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